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l. INTRODUCTION

In this Order, we adopt rules governing the process, nethods
and ternms by which transm ssion and distribution utilities wll
devel op the hourly | oad estimtes and nonthly energy
reconciliations of conpetitive electricity providers’ |oad
obligations. The rule includes |oad profiling and individual
custoner metering requirenents.

Transm ssion and distribution utilities will provide the
estimates to the bul k power system adm nistrators operating in
Mai ne. The administrators will bal ance each conpetitive

electricity provider’s hourly |oad obligations with the
provider's delivered generation to determ ne the appropriate
financial settlenment between the bul k power system adm nistrators
and the conpetitive electricity provider.

11. BACKGROUND

During its 1997 session, the Legislature fundanentally
altered the electric utility industry in Miine by deregul ati ng
el ectric generation services and allowing for retail conpetition
begi nning on March 1, 2000.' At that tinme, Maine's electricity
consuners will be able to choose a generation provider froma
conpetitive market. As part of the restructuring process, the
Act requires utilities to divest their generation assets and
prohibits their participation in the generation services market.

Concurrently, NEPOOL and the recently created | SO NE are
revi sing existing structures and procedures to acconmodat e
whol esal e and retail deregulation. |1SO NE will schedul e regiona
generation di spatch and adm nister a regional bidding pool for
energy and ot her energy-related products.

1 An Act to Restructure the State’'s Electric Industry (the
Act), P.L. 1997, ch. 316, codified as 35-A MR S. A 88 3201-3217
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Northern portions of Maine operate in the Maritimes control
area. Processes for inplenenting retail access for customers in
the Maritimes control area are under review by the Conm ssion at
this tine.

While I SO NE and Northern Miine procedures are not yet fully
devel oped, it is clear that effective operation of retail access
will require bulk power system adm nistrators to bal ance the
retail |oad obligations of each conpetitive electricity provider
with the generation delivered by the provider. To acconplish
this balancing, 1SONE> will be informed daily of each
conpetitive electricity provider's expected | oad obligation for
the follow ng day to all ow adequate regi onal generation dispatch
In addition, at the end of each day, the |oads recently served by
each conpetitive electricity provider nust be estimated to all ow
| SO-NE to track systemreliability and to allow providers to
predict their obligation in future days. Finally, at the end of
each nonth, ISO-NE is expected to bal ance each conpetitive
electricity provider’s | oad obligations and generation delivery
for the purpose of financial settlenment anong conpetitive
el ectricity providers.

The purpose of this rule is to inplenment a nmechanismwthin
Mai ne to provide the necessary data to I SO-NE in a manner that
ensures tineliness, accuracy, and equity anong all conpetitive
el ectricity providers selling retail electricity in Maine. The
mechani sm nmust al so conformw th the procedures used throughout
| SO NE' s region in order for 1SONE to nanage the region
conprehensively. As with all rules we are inplenenting to
acconplish retail conpetition on March 1, 2000, we have attenpted
to adopt a rule that is consistent with regional operations, that
can be inplenented successfully before March 1, 2000, that does
not cause unnecessary costs, and that creates a market that
facilitates the participation of sellers of retail electricity.

This rul e addresses the nmechani sns that transm ssion and
distribution utilities will use to report day-after and nont h-end
loads to ISO-NE. Transm ssion and distribution utilities wll
not take part in day-ahead projections of conpetitive electricity
provi ders' | oad obligations.

111. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Various conditions currently exist in the region that may
change qui ckly over time and that influence the provisions of
this rule. First, the rule puts in place operations that satisfy
what we anticipate the requirenents of bul k power system
admnistrators will be, at a tine when those requirenents have

W will refer to | SO NE operations with the understandi ng
that the comments also refer to processes yet to be devel oped in
Nor t hern Mai ne.
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not been fully developed. 1SO NE and NEPOOL are in the early
stages of revising their settlenment processes to acconmpdate
retail conpetition

At this time, we can envision the likely outcone of their
revi sions based on current NEPOOL operations, the needs of the
process, and sol utions devel oped el sewhere in the region, but we

cannot know with certainty what will be required of Mine's
transm ssion and distribution utilities or conpetitive
el ectricity providers. |In addition, requirements will evolve in

response to regional needs. Northern Miine's settlenent

requi renents are even nore uncertain. Therefore, to the greatest
extent possible the rule includes the flexibility to revise
processes as | SO NE and the correspondi ng Northern Mi ne

adm ni strator's requirenents energe.

Second, current netering and communi cation technol ogy cannot
cost-effectively nmeasure hourly | oads of each custoner of each
conpetitive electricity provider. Over time, falling neter
prices may all ow nore conprehensive hourly | oad nmeasurenent.
However, the rule at this time nmust create processes to estinate
| oads in circunstances when they are not avail abl e.

Related to this issue, netered custonmer loads will not, in
aggregate, equal the total netered |oad obligation that nust be
provided to ISO-NE. This is true because of line | osses and
because of the necessity to estimte rather than neter nuch of
the region's load. ISONE will require that day-after and
mont h-end data reported to it precisely equal the hourly | oads
measured at bul k system neters of the transm ssion and
distribution utilities in Maine. Therefore, the rule nust
i nclude techniques to adjust estinmated | oads daily to equal total
bul k netered | oads.

Third, the rule enconpasses conplex statistical and data
processi ng procedures that are maturing in response to regional
needs. Therefore, the rule provides enough flexibility to allow
transm ssion and distribution utilities to incorporate inproving
met hods over tine.

Finally, Maine has both investor-owned utilities (1QUs) that
serve the majority of the State's | oad, and consuner-owned
utilities (COUs) with far smaller |oads, often no transm ssion
pl ant, and few enpl oyees. These differences have led us to
i nclude practical options for the COUs that will allow us to
acconplish the goals of the rule without creating a
di sproportionate cost burden on small utilities' custoners.

For exanple, inits comments Dirigo® stated that its nenbers
are generally not nmenbers of NEPOOL because they own no

SDirigo Electric Cooperative is a cooperative of
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transm ssion facilities, and therefore are not required to report
data to ISONE. W agree with Dirigo' s assessnment that COUs
woul d be required to join NEPOOL in order to report |oad data.
Menber shi p woul d undoubtedly inpose costs on snmall utilities who
may receive relatively fewer benefits through nmenbership.
Therefore, we have devel oped options for the smaller utilities
that will allow COUs to avoid unnecessary costs through such
approaches as all owi ng nei ghboring I QUs, who are NEPOOL nenbers,
to devel op and report COUs' | oad dat a.

Simlarly, we understand that the smallest utilities would
find the data processing required for sanpling and for settlenent
to be relatively nore costly than would | arger entities. W
suspect that, while conplex procedures are necessary to
accommodat e | arge groups of custoners, simlar procedures are
overly sophisticated in smaller environnments. For exanple, the
| oad profile of a custoner within a small COU and the profile of
a custonmer within the neighboring QU nay be nore simlar than
the profiles of diverse custonmers within the 1QU, in which case
separate sanpling woul d be an unnecessary use of rate payer
money. We made this concern clear in our NO and in the proposed
rul e, and asked for comments on ways for COUs to acconplish
settlement. As a result, the rule contains options for
conpliance by COUs that avoid incurring disproportionate costs.
For exanple, the rule allows COUs to conmbi ne wth nei ghboring
|QUs to performtheir profiling and/or their settlenent
functions. Additionally, the rule allows COUs to create a | oad
profile describing as a single class the usage of all customers
of the COU.

Finally, the rule allows COUs to petition the
Comm ssion with additional suggestions for cost-effective
settl enment.

IV. RULEMAKING PROCESS

On July 24, 1998, we issued a Notice of Rul emaking and a
proposed rule on | oad obligation and settl enent cal cul ati ons.
Prior to initiating the formal rul emaki ng process, we conducted
an Inquiry in Docket No. 97-861. W solicited witten comments
by issuing Notices of Inquiry on Decenber 2, 1997 and on March 3,
1998. Two technical conferences were held, on February 11, 1988
and June 16, 1998. To solicit conplete information on the
i ssues, we invited comment from parties who have expressed
interest in restructuring in Miine, fromconpetitive electricity
providers operating in the region, and from|SO NE. Consi stent

consuner-owned utilities whose nenbers are: Eastern Mine

El ectric Cooperative, Fox Island Electric Cooperative, Houlton
Wat er Conpany, Kennebunk Light and Power District, Mdison

El ectric Wrks, and Van Buren Light and Power District.
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wi th rul emaki ng procedures, interested persons were provided an
opportunity to file witten comrents on the proposed rule.

During the inquiry stage, we received witten conments from
Bangor Hydro-El ectric Conpany, Central Mai ne Power Conpany,
Dirigo Electric Cooperative, Eastern Maine Electric Cooperative,
ENRON, Mai nePower, WMaine Public Service Conpany and the State
Planning Ofice. In response to the Notice of Rul emaking, we
recei ved comments from Bangor Hydro-El ectric Conpany, Central
Mai ne Power Conpany, Dirigo Electric Cooperative, Logica
| ncor porated, Mai nePower, and Maine Public Service Conpany.
Finally, we considered the processes inplenented in other New
Engl and st ates.

V. DISCUSSION OF RULE AND COMMENTS
In the follow ng sections, we discuss the provisions of the
rul e, positions of comrenters, and our rationale for either

mai ntai ni ng or nodi fying the provisions of the proposed rule.

A. General Principles

When we devel oped the proposed rule, we considered
three overarching principles: consistency in nethods throughout
the State, cost mnimzation, and specificity of profiling and
settlenment-estimtion nmethods. The final rule continues to
enbody these three principles. However, in response to comments,
the final rule nore heavily enphasizes flexibility in nethods in
order to avoid unnecessary costs.

Commenters during the Inquiry stage stated strongly
t hat consistent methods would | ower barriers to market entry by
m ni m zing conplexity and confusion. A limted nunber of
wel | -under st ood net hods for estimating | oads woul d i ncrease
predictability, affording greater financial stability. As Logica
and BHE comrent ed, cost savings would result from coordinating
met hods and choosi ng a comon vendor or devel opi ng joi nt
software. Consistency would mnimze conplaints by conpetitive
electricity providers that believe they have been di sadvant aged
by a settlenent cal cul ation.

On the other hand, many transm ssion and distribution
utilities in Maine currently performload research that produces
data simlar in content to that required for the daily |ISO NE
reporting addressed by this rule. This research is conplex and
costly. A variety of methods are accepted by the industry for
costing and ratenaki ng purposes. As commenters suggested in al
phases of the rul enaki ng process, allow ng transm ssion and
distribution utilities to continue existing nmethods will mnimze
costly software redevel opnent or resanpling.
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The final rule strikes the bal ance between consi stency
and flexibility that we find to be appropriate for the early
years of retail access.

B. Section 1: Definitions

Section 1 defines terns used in this rule.

C. Section 2: Transmission and Distribution Utility
Qobligation

Section 2. A states that each transm ssion and
distribution utility is responsible for carrying out the rule
withinits territory.

Dirigo stated that transm ssion and distribution
utilities are not the appropriate entities to provide |oad data
to ISONE. Drigo stated that each conpetitive electricity
provi der should estinmate and submit its own region-w de |oad data
and should submt those data to each transm ssion and
distribution utility to nonitor; if the transm ssion and
distribution utility discovers that | oad estimates fromthe
providers in its territory disagree with bulk meter readings, the
utility would notify 1SO NE of the discrepancy and provi de an
adj ust nent .

We have not adopted Dirigo's recomended approach for
all utilities because it is not currently workable. As discussed
above, each hour's | oad estimtes nust agree with bul k power
meter readings in the region in order for regional |oads to be
adequately managed. As long as it is necessary to use |oad
profiles to estimate hourly provider |oads, the sumof those
estimates (even after adjustnment for line losses) is unlikely to
equal the bul k power neter readi ngs because of sanpling
i naccuracies. Further, the discrepancy will occur in every hour
of every day. The nethod developed in this rule elimnates these
di screpancies in order to provide ISONE with the data it
requires. No one provider is capable of know ng the hourly
di screpancies. Only an entity that assesses the bul k power neter
readi ngs and that knows every conpetitive electricity provider's
estimated | oad in each hour can determ ne the hourly
di screpancies. Furthernore, no one provider knows what portion
of the discrepancies it should allocate to its own |oads. Only
an entity that possesses all conpetitive electricity providers'
estimated | oads can all ocate the di screpancies equitably,
reliably, and consistently to all providers. Cearly, that one
entity is the transm ssion and distribution utility. Therefore,
only the transm ssion and distribution utility can effective
calculate hourly load estimtes that are accurate and equitabl e.
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Taking these facts into consideration, it appears
likely that Dirigo' s recomended approach would require daily
adjustnments to providers' hourly |load estimates by the
transm ssion and distribution utilities that are nonitoring those
cal cul ations, which is essentially the process required by the
rul e.

In Sections 2.B and 2. C, we added | anguage to excl ude
aggregators and brokers fromthe rule and to clarify that the
rule's provisions apply to each standard offer provider.
Aggregators and brokers do not take title to electricity and are
t hus not responsible for settlenment with | SO NE. Therefore,
transm ssion and distribution utilities should not estimate | oads
for aggregators and brokers.

Section 2.D expands the proposed rule to include a
variety of options that would allow COUs to conply with the goal s
of the rule without incurring disproportionate costs. The final
rule contains three options, and in addition allows a COU to
petition the Comm ssion to adopt any ot her reasonabl e opti on.
The first option allows a COU to effectively becone part of its
surrounding QU for the purposes of allowing the 10U to report
the | oad obligations within the COU as if those obligations
occurred within the 1OU s own territory. This option would
elimnate the need for the COU to join NEPOOL, allow the
calculations to be carried out by an entity that already
possesses the software and expertise to do it, and increases
stat ewi de consi stency. The second option allows a COU to adopt
the load profiles of profile groups in its neighboring 1QU. This
option would elimnate the sanpling step, but would not elimnate
the need for COUs to report hourly loads to I SO-NE. The third
option allows a COUto elimnate before-the-fact profile
calculation by calculating a sinplified, systemw de profile each
day based on bulk neter and telenetered data. This option also
does not elimnate the need for the COU to report hourly |loads to
| SO NE.

When these options are exercised or when ot her
reasonabl e nmet hods exi st for conbining COU and | QU operations, we
direct 10Us to accompdate them CMP and BHE comrent ed t hat
there are costs associated with providing data or cal cul ations
for COUs, and we have added | anguage to allow | OQUs to recover
from COUs the reasonabl e costs of providing any function
specified in this rule. The rule specifies "reasonable,” not
"increnental” cost, neaning that 1OQUs may charge a portion of
their overall average costs to accommodate COU operati ons.

In its coments, MainePower and Logica disagreed with
the proposed rule's provision to allow COUs to adopt | QU
profiles, expressing concern for inaccuracy. However, inherent
inall the options in this section of the final rule is our
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belief that a COU s custoners' profiles are probably as sim/lar
to custoners' profiles in a nearby 10QU as an IQU s custoners
profiles are to each other, that the increased consistency
resulting fromthe options will make participation in Miine's
mar ket easier for suppliers, and that requiring COUs to
separately sanple and cal culate | oads results in unnecessary
costs. W encourage COUs to find neans to conbine their
operations with neighboring | OUs whenever practicabl e.

D. Section 3: Telenetering

Section 3 addresses required and optional tel enmetering.
During the Inquiry stage, commenters strongly supported the
benefits of telenetering for as many custoners as possi bl e,
citing accuracy as inportant to conpetitive electricity suppliers
during the settlenment process. However, all commenters
recogni zed that the cost of telenetering was prohibitive for sone
custoners and that marketers will discover the custoners who are
nost cost-effective to teleneter. Oher states have chosen
differing levels of |Ioad to define custonmers who nust receive
mandatory tel enmetering. W proposed that only custoners above
400 kWreceive mandatory tel emetering and that remaining
custoners be telenetered upon request. W were concerned that a
del uge of requests for telenetering, with its acconpanyi ng data
processi ng burden, would be inpossible for utilities to
accombdat e, so we recommended a phase-in approach that woul d
have all owed optional telenetering for only the | arger custoners
during the first few years of retail access.

CWP and Dirigo supported the phase-in approach.
Mai nePower objected to the phase-in of |argest custoners first,
stating that it would be neither the nost equitable nor the nost
efficient way to determ ne who should be tel enetered. Mai nePower
stated that smaller custoners may find telenetering to be as
beneficial as |arge custoners, that requests mght not outstrip
utilities' abilities and that if they do, utilities should expand
their capabilities. W believe that the conpetitive retai
market will be healthier if custoners and conpetitive electricity
providers are able to install specialized neters based on the
cost-effectiveness of such netering. W also do not wish to
limt the benefits of retail conpetition to only |arge custoners.
We remain concerned that requests will outstrip utilities
ability to conply, but we suspect that it is unnecessarily
cautious to prohibit telenetering through this rule. Therefore,
in Section 3, we elimnate the phase-in provision fromthe
proposed rule and allow optional telemetering for all custoners.
We include a three-criteria guideline for prioritizing requests
whereby utilities nmust weigh the date the request was nade, ease
of inplenentation, and equity anong custoner groups. Finally, we
|l eave in the rule the Comm ssion's authority to inplenment a
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phase-in based on the size of customer |oad, as a contingency
agai nst unexpected vol une.

The proposed rule set 400 kWas the breakpoi nt above
whi ch custoners nust be telenetered. W noted that the majority
of these custoners are already telenmetered, that costs quoted
during the Inquiry to expand telenetering to all |arge custoners
di d not appear excessive, and that the variability in these
custoners' | oads makes profiling particularly ineffective. BHE
and MPS commented that the 400 kW breakpoi nt added conplexity to
their recovery and research costs because it did not correspond
to their rate class breakpoint, which is 500 kW W had hoped to
mai ntai n a consistent set of breakpoints for class definitions
t hroughout the state. However, we conclude that the |ack of such
consistency will not deter suppliers fromparticipating in
Mai ne' s mar ket, whereas the added cost of acconmopdating profile
group breakpoints that differ fromrate class breakpoints could
be significant. Therefore, the rule allows the breakpoint that
triggers mandatory telenmetering to be determ ned by each
utility's rate class breakpoints.

The proposed rul e specified that conpetitive
electricity providers conpensate transm ssion and distribution
utilities for the increnental cost of optional telenetering.

This provision was intended to inprove the |ikelihood of economc
efficiency in custoner conversions. BHE, CWP and Mai nePower
comented that, because custoners may wish to teleneter for their
own purposes, custoners should also be allowed to pay for
telenetering costs. W agree; however, this rule addresses
telenmetering within the context of load profiling and settl enment,
not within the broader context of all possible alternative
metering. Custoners' ability to request telenetering for their
own purposes w |l be addressed in another proceeding.

E. Secti on 4: Load Profil es

Section 4 describes nethods for devel oping | oad
profiles. Load profiles are used by all states to represent the
| oads of custoners for whomtelenetering is not cost-effective.

Section 4 bal ances our goal of consistent statew de
met hods with our goal to avoid unnecessary research costs. There
are three issues that significantly influence the bal ance.
First, utilities do not have identical rate class breakpoints,
and therefore the sanpling they performfor costing purposes nust
be based on groups that differ anong utilities. If the rule
defines consistent statew de custoner groups for load profiling
pur poses, nost utilities would carry out sanpling of tw sets of
custoner groups - those defined by their rate class definition
and those defined for load profiling. Second, sonme utilities are
al ready conducting research using accepted sanpling nethods.
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Changi ng sanpling nethodol ogy in order to be consistent statew de
woul d require that utilities re-sanple, thereby incurring
significant cost in the short term Finally, sanpling standards
t hat have worked well for many years nust be revised to
accomodat e the needs of settlement in a regional market. For
exanpl e, new sanpling nmethods nust recogni ze that every hour of
the day is inportant to financial settlenent and that re-sanpling
schedul es nust respond to a rapid sanple attrition to tel eneters.

The proposed rul e included | anguage that specified a
smal | nunber of sanpling and profiling nethods. In its comments,
Logica clained that a single statew de nmethod woul d be nore
efficient because it would m nimze disputes and all ow
cost-effective inplementation. BHE suggested that a working
group devel op single statew de nethodol ogies. As we have nade
clear in earlier notices, we prefer consistent statew de nethods.
However, we conclude that the cost savings resulting fromful
statewi de consistency are |less certain than the cost savings
resulting fromallowng utilities to carry out nethods that
accomopdat e exi sting net hods.

In addition, we are concerned that consistency in the
early days of retail access will limt the ability to incorporate
new met hods as they energe in the industry. Therefore, the final
rule is nore flexible in its description of sanple definition and
sanpl i ng met hods. However, we strongly urge utilities to conbi ne
their expertise and devel op identical sanpling nmethods over the
long run and to reflect over tine industry devel opnents in their
sanpling technique. W expect utilities to informthe
Comm ssion, and thereby other interested parties, of enmerging
sanpling nmethods and their benefits in the reporting phases
required by the rule.

1. Section 4. A Load Profiles for Custoner G oups

Section 4. A 1 specifies that a | oad profile must
represent an average custonmer in the group being profiled in
order to all ow easy conparison across the State. The section
explains that a |oad profile represents sone type of 24-hour day,
but allows transm ssion and distribution utilities to determ ne
t he nost useful day type indicators.

Section 4. A 2 defines three custonmer groups for
which a | oad profile nmust be devel oped. The groups are generally
the same as those in the proposed rule (residential, smal
commercial/industrial, and | arge comercial/industrial). Using
three groups rather than utility rate classes creates a sinple,
consi stent set of data for suppliers and is sufficiently accurate
during initial stages of retail access.
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Mai nePower and CMP commented that further
stratification mght be necessary over tinme, to create groups
with less diversity. This possibility was di scussed during the
| nqui ry stage, and no consistent stratification nethod energed.
We prefer to maintain sinplicity and understandability in
preference to additional accuracy that is not yet clearly useful.
Uilities may further stratify as long as reporting at the group
| evel is possible.

As di scussed above, the conplication of existing
rate class breakpoints woul d necessitate two sanples if we
required each utility to carry out research for profile groups
with different breakpoints than their rate classes. MS, BHE and
CVWP commented that inconsistency between profile and rate cl ass
br eakpoi nts woul d be costly. While we had hoped that stratifying
sanpl es woul d accommpdat e those differences, we accept the
utilities' conclusion that the process would not be easy. The
final rule allows utilities to choose the breakpoints between
profile groups within predefined boundaries. Suppliers wll
receive profiles for sonewhat differing groups of customers, but
we believe that this fact will not deter supplier operation in
Mai ne.

Section 4.A. 3 allows transm ssion and distribution
utilities to create deened profiles for groups of custoners whose
| oad patterns are predictable by the nature of the technol ogi es
wi thin the group. Exanples of such groups are streetlights and
traffic lights.

2. Section 4.B:  Profiling Methodol ogy

Section 4.B defines allowable statistical
t echni ques for choosing the sanples that will be netered from
each custoner profile group.

Section 4.B.1 addresses sanpling accuracy. This
provi sion was thoroughly exam ned throughout all comment phases.
Qur goals continue to be to create adequate accuracy for both
| oad settlenment and cost studies, to provide enough specificity
for suppliers to understand and accept the process, and to
mai ntain a |l evel of statew de consistency. Although utilities
have sanpl ed accurately for years, the variable of interest has
been sone variation of wi nter peaking | oad, because that | oad has
been a significant driver of vertically integrated utilities
costs.

For the purposes of |load profiling, three conplexities
have arisen. First, accuracy will be inportant in every hour of
t he year because settlenment occurs hourly. Second, inasnuch as
peak load is inportant within the regional capacity market, it is
each nonth's peak load that is of interest. Third, New Engl and
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peaks in sunmer not winter, so regional price variability is
likely to be nost affected by load in sunmer.

The proposed rul e contained | anguage that suggested two
vari ables of interest - load at the tinme of winter peak and | oad
at the time of sumrer peak. CMP, BHE and MPS all comrented t hat
a two-peak nethod is unlikely to inprove the accuracy of the
sanpl es for settlenment purposes. W agree that accuracy in any
one hour does not necessarily inprove accuracy in all other
hours. CWMP was the only commenter that suggested sone
alternative energy-related variables to address the need for
accuracy in all hours. Although CVW' s suggestion seens to
present a reasonabl e approach, we are hesitant to replace one
uncertain suggestion with another suggestion that may be equally
uncertain.

Despite the difficulty of defining the best sanpling
met hod, we continue to believe that guidelines will benefit al
participants. Therefore, the final rule inposes the industry
standard 90/ 10 accuracy on load in the utility's nonth of sunmer
peak for utilities operating in ISONE territory and 90/ 10
accuracy on load in the utility's nonth of winter peak for
utilities operating outside ISO-NE territory. This method
focuses on accuracy in a nonth when price variability has sone
i kelihood of being greatest. Wiile this nonth m ght not be the
region's systempeak, it is a reasonabl e proxy.

The rule also lists the variabl es whose accuracy is
al so inportant for regional settlenent, nanely, nonthly peaks and
all hours of the year, and requires that the sanpling nethod
chosen shoul d take accuracy of these neasurenents into
consideration. W recognize that no nethod can focus on al
t hese neasurenents, so we have chosen to provide a reasonabl e
first priority for the sake of expediency. This |evel of
flexibility wll allowutilities to experinment with nethods that
acconplish multiple goals as they energe.

Section 4.B.2 specifies that sanpl es nust be
revised every two years unless the utility shows that an existing
sanple is likely to still mrror the class it represents. W
i nclude a re-sanpling requirenent because attrition to
telenetering may be rapid during the early stages of retai
access.

We attenpted to introduce specificity to rules
governing re-sanpling in the proposed rule. There are a nunber
of reasonable re-sanpling triggers - reduction bel ow 90/10
accuracy is one, and an increasing difference between estinated
and netered energy is another. However, in response to conments,
we conclude that specifying a single re-sanpling trigger m ght
result in costly re-sanpling that does not inprove accuracy.



O der Adopting Rule -13- Docket No. 98-496

CVP expressed concern that the rule's | anguage
woul d require that new sanpl es unnecessarily replace sanpl es that
currently exist. The language in the final rule avoids that
problem However, the rule does require that utilities exam ne
their existing sanples chosen nore than two years ago in response
to the re-sanpling provision. 1In addition, we note that existing
utility sanples usually represent rate classes, not profile
groups. Therefore, utilities that intend to continue to use
exi sting sanples nmust convert sanple result into profile group
dat a.

Finally, parties have expressed uncertainty as to
whet her sanpling nust be ongoing for all profile groups. The
rul e does require concurrent, ongoing sanpling of each profile
group. Transmi ssion and distribution utilities that are not
currently sanpling their entire custoner base nust initiate
sanpling as soon as possible.

Section 4.B. 3 specifies that sanpl es be chosen
using the widely accepted statistical nethods of either sinple
random sanpling or stratified random sanpling. Section 4.B.4
specifies that sanple neter readi ngs be converted to estimated
cl ass val ues through the widely accepted statistical methods of
either ratio analysis or nean-per-unit analysis. No commenter
obj ected to these provisions of the proposed rule.

F. Section 5: Daily Estinmation of Conpetitive Electricity
Provi der Hourly Loads

Section 5 describes the process that each transm ssion
and distribution utility nust conduct at the end of each day to
estimate each conpetitive electricity provider’s hourly | oad
obligations. These estimations will be given to | SO NE, which
wll use themto track the bal ance of generation and load in the
bul kK power system

Section 5. A specifies that hourly | oads at the point of
delivery must first be estimated for each custoner. This stepis
a preanble to adding custonmers’ |oads into an aggregate provider
| oad. Telenetered custonmers’ |loads will equal the neter
readings. Profiled custoners’ |oads will begin as the class | oad
profile for that day, which represents an average custoner. The
profile chosen must represent conditions (e.g., time of year,
time of week, and weather conditions) that are known to
significantly influence |load patterns. The profile may either be
chosen froma proxy day that is simlar to the day being
estimated, or a generic profile may be adjusted upward or
downwar d t hrough regression or sone other formof analysis to
reflect the influencing conditions.
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Each hourly | oad nmust then be adjusted upward or
downward so that total daily kWh usage fromthe hourly | oads wll
equal a “kW usage factor” that is the best estimate of that
custoner’s kWh usage for that day. The rule is silent on the
best way to cal cul ate each custonmer’s kWh usage factor because we
believe there are a variety of valid estimation methods.

However, we envision that a custoner’s kWh usage factor is likely
to be derived fromits nonthly nmetered kWh use adjusted to turn
cycle-nonth kWh use into cal endar-nonth kW use.

Section 5.B.1 specifies that all custoner |oads wll be
adjusted for line | osses between the bul k power system neter and
the point of delivery, to produce |oad used by each custoner at
the point of delivery to the transm ssion and distribution
utility's territory. The |oads served by each conpetitive
electricity provider will then be aggregated by adding the hourly
| oads of each custoner served by that provider

In a perfectly nodel ed system the sum of the | oads
served by all conpetitive electricity providers would equal the
nmet er readi ngs of the bul k power systemneter in each hour.
However, inaccuracies introduced by sanpling and line |oss
variabilities wll produce a difference between the bul k power
system neter readings and the estimted system|oads. The rule
requires that these differences in each hour be allocated to
profiled custoners. Mii nePower and Logi ca conmented that
differences could reasonably be allocated to tel enetered
custonmers, if we believe that the bulk of the difference is
attributable to line | osses, but left the best nethod to our
di scretion. W appreciate these cooments. W believe that the
bulk of the difference is attributable to sanpling variability
and therefore | eave unchanged the | anguage of the proposed rule.

Section 5.B.2 states the purpose for calculating the
hourly load estimations. It clarifies that these cal cul ations
are to conformto reporting requirenents of the bul k power system
adm ni strator.

Section 5.B.3 assigns responsibility for retail line
| osses to conpetitive electricity suppliers and requires that
line loss estimates be differentiated by season and by voltage
level at a mnimum W have incorporated the refinenent
suggest ed by Mai nePower, which clarifies that conpetitive
el ectricity providers are responsible only for |osses
attributable to retail delivery inside the transm ssion and
distribution utility's bulk meter. Logica conmented that |ine
| osses outside the bulk nmeter must be reported to | SONE. W do
not understand this to be true; if ISO NE subsequently requires
such reporting, we will accommobdate its requirenent.
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G Section 6: Mnthly Settlenent of Conpetitive
El ectricity Provider Energy Use

Section 6 describes the process that each transm ssion
and distribution utility will carry out at the end of each nonth
to re-estinate the | oad obligation in each hour of the
conpetitive electricity suppliers operating inits territory.
These estinmates will be given to I SO NE, which will use themto
carry out the financial settlenent that takes place after
bal anci ng | oad obligation and generation delivered by each
conpetitive electricity provider.

In this section, we considered |likely developnents in
the SO nonthly settlenment procedures. Currently, |SO NE
requires receipt of only a single nonthly kWh energy difference
bet ween estimated | oads and nont h-end cal cul ated | oads for each
conpetitive electricity provider. That difference is used to
adj ust the financial settlenent determ ned by the hourly | oad
obl i gations received throughout the nonth by a single nonthly
average price. W believe that this requirement will evolve, and
that 1SONE wll require hourly differences at sonme future date.
The rule requires transm ssion and distribution utilities to
i npl ement a process that will accommodate that evol ution, thereby
avoi ding costly upgrades at a |ater date.

Section 6. A specifies that hourly | oads be
recal cul ated, incorporating updated estinates of each custoner’s
daily energy use derived fromnonthly neter reading for billing
purposes. The rule is silent as to the best way to incorporate
t he updat ed usage estimates because we believe there are a
variety of valid estimati on nethods. W expect that the nethod
will recognize the fact that the updated neter readings are at
the point of delivery and nust be adjusted for line | osses. W
require recal cul ation of each hour in anticipation of future |ISO
requi renents, as discussed in the previous paragraph.

Section 6.B specifies that the transm ssion and
distribution utility will calculate the differences between the
daily estimates and the nonthly updated estimates. W revised
the |l anguage in the proposed rule to refer to "nonthly" neter
readings in response to CMP's comment that neter readings are
done on a cycle basis. MS comented that it currently reads
nmeters every other nonth and that nonthly reading will create
addi ti onal costs; however, MPS did not object to making that
process change because the conpetitive market will require it.

Section 6.B.2 states the purpose for calculating the
monthly energy difference estimations. It clarifies that these
calculations are to conformto reporting requirenents of the bulk
power system admi ni strator.
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No comrenters disagreed with the substantive provisions
of this Section in the proposed rule. Therefore, we nade no
significant changes.

H. Section 7: | nformati on Access

Section 7 specifies what entities have access to
custoner-specific and provider-specific |oad data. The
provi sions are confined to data that are relevant for |oad
estimation and settlenent. A conpetitive electricity provider
shoul d have easy, fast, and conplete access to any data that is
used for its own financial settlenent and have provided this in
the rule. In addition, a conpetitive electricity provider should
have access to any |oad data of its own custoners. However, the
| egislation currently inposes a condition that "distribution
utilities may not rel ease any proprietary custonmer information
W thout the prior witten authorization of the customer."” 35-A
MR S. A 8 3205(3)(l) This constraint appears in sone instances
to be unusually restrictive. For exanple, it seens reasonable
that a conpetitive electricity provider should be allowed to
recei ve data describing its own custonmers without explicit
witten authorization. It may al so be reasonable that historic
data (i.e., custoner-specific data froma period before the
custoner received service fromthe specific conpetitive
el ectricity provider) should be available without witten
aut horization. W will consider asking the legislature to nodify
this requirenent. In the neantine, the rule allows the
conpetitive electricity provider to receive custoner-specific
| oad data as easily as the law ultimately all ows.

Comments on Section 7 did not disagree with the data to
be provided. However, all commenters suggested that witten
custoner authorization was burdensonme and that, when
authorization is required, third-party authorization should be
acceptable. Comenters generally recognize the probl ens caused
by the | anguage of the |egislation.

We renoved provisions for access to billing data, which
wi |l be addressed in another proceeding.

Section 7.A specifies that conpetitive electricity
providers will receive daily |oad estimations automatically,
wi thout requesting it. This is aggregate data and is clearly
allowed. W require automatic rel ease rather than on-request
rel ease to avoid an extra layer of communi cation that we consi der
unnecessary. W have nodified the | anguage to require that data
be sent to conpetitive electricity providers as soon as
practicable. Qur intent is that transm ssion and distribution
utilities provide conpetitive electricity providers with the data
as soon as it is provided to | SO NE and that the data be
identical to that given to | SO NE.
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We al so nodified the | anguage to clarify that the tinme
frames contained in this provision are to conformto requirenments
of the bul k power system adm ni strator.

The rule allows conpetitive electricity providers to
make unlimted requests for 12 nonths of historical data. There
is no need for a provider to request 12 nonths of data nore than
one tinme, at the tinme of custoner enrollment. After that, the
provider will receive all |oad data. The cost of repeated
requests could be significant. This issue was not addressed in
comments on the proposed rule, so we have | eft the | anguage
intact. However, if repeated unnecessary requests becone
burdensone to transm ssion and distribution utilities, we wll
consider Iimting the frequency of provider requests.

Section 7.Bis an identical provision that applies to
mont hly energy settlenent estimates.

Section 7.C specifies that custoner group | oad profiles
be made public. W expect that the hourly | oad estinates that
conprise the profiles will be published on each utility's web
site, with sone indication of each profile s day type or other
rel evant information.

| . Section 8: Dat a Tr ansfer

Section 8 requires that transfer of data cal cul ated
pursuant to these rules follow guidelines determ ned by the
El ectroni ¢ Business Transactions (EBT) Standards group, a
statewi de group that is charged with devel opi ng gui delines for
el ectronic data transfer anong transm ssion and distribution
utilities, conpetitive electricity providers, and bul k power
system adm ni strators. The protocol and form of electronic
transfer wll be determned by |1SO NE, the EBT group w il
determ ne how to acconplish ISO-NE s transfer requirenments within
Mai ne.

J. Section 9: Reporti ng

Section 9. A requires that transm ssion and distribution
utilities submt to the Comm ssion a description of their
sanpling, profiling, validation, and daily and nonthly settl enent
nmet hods before the advent of retail access. The purpose of this
report is to allow the Comm ssion to nmaintain an understandi ng of
the processes being followed in all areas affecting the
i npl enmentation of retail access. It also allows conpetitive
el ectricity providers to understand each transm ssion and
distribution utility’'s process with sufficient accuracy to
predict its ow daily |oad obligations. BHE comented that the
dates specified in the proposed rule are too late to be useful
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and proposed instead a working group to devel op nethods. W have
changed the reporting dates. W wll not require a working
group, but as discussed earlier, we would view favorably a
cooperative effort anong statew de parties to devel op consi stent
met hods.

Mai nePower comrented that each utility's methods should
be published on its web page. W have not included this
provision in the rule. However, we agree with the conment
because we believe that all information required by conpetitive
electricity providers to do business in Maine's retail narket
shoul d be avail able on an easily-di scovered web page. W wll
work with the EBT group to see that such a web page contains
profiling nmethods, profiles, and |ine | osses.

Section 9.B requires that transm ssion and distribution
utilities submt to the Comm ssion an annual report whose purpose
is to keep the Commi ssion apprised of the effectiveness of the
processes it has inplenented through this Rule. The annual
report should revise the original nethodol ogy report if necessary
and shoul d present suggestions for nethodol ogy changes in
response to enmerging i ndustry know edge.

Section 9.C requires transm ssion and distribution

utilities to submt line |oss studies by March 1, 1999 and
March 1, 2001.

Accordingly, we

ORDER

1. That the attached Chapter 321, Load Ooligation and
Settlenment Calculations for Conpetitive Providers of Electricity,
i s hereby adopt ed;

2. That the Administrative Director shall file the adopted
rule and related material with the Secretary of State; and

3. That the Adm nistrative Director shall send copies of
this Order and attached Rul e to:
A Al electric utilities in the State;
B. Al'l persons who have filed with the Conmm ssion

within the past year a witten request for Notice of
Rul emaki ng;

C. Al'l persons on the Comm ssion’s electric
restructuring service |list, Docket No. 95-462;
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D. Al parties listed on the service list in Docket
No. 98-496 and Docket No. 97-861; and

E. Executive Director of the Legislative Council (20
copi es).

Dat ed at Augusta, Miine, this 13th day of October, 1998.

BY ORDER OF THE COWM SS| ON

Dennis L. Keschl
Adm ni strative Director

COWM SSI ONERS VOTI NG FOR: Wl ch
Nugent
Di anmond



